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also provides that the owner shall have a lien upon cargo for "all 
freight demurrage and all other charges whatsoever," these provi- 
sions are not inconsistent, and the owner is entitled to a lien for 
demurrage notwithstanding it is stipulated that it shall be paid "day 
by day"; (2) he also held that "charges" did not include "dead 
freight" i. e., freight payable in respect of unused space. — Canada 
Law Journal. 



Innkeepers — Liability for Injury to Guest. — The Supreme Court of 
Pennsylvania, in the recent case of Lyttle v. Denny, not yet reported, 
held that an innkeeper is liable to a guest, who is injured by the 
top of a folding-bed falling down upon him while he is occupying the 
bed. It was said that the degree of care required of an innkeeper for 
the safety of his guests was less than that required of a carrier of 
passengers, and the Court adopted the statement of the rule in Beale 
on Innkeepers and Hotels. "The innkeeper is bound to provide rea- 
sonably safe premises. * * * Both in original safety of construction 
and in maintenance, the premises must be such as reasonably to se- 
cure the safety of the guest." 

Applying this rule, the Court held that there was no duty on the 
plaintiff to show the exact defect in the bed which caused it to fall 
down upon and entrap him. "Bearing in mind the duty of the inn- 
keeper to guard with reasonable care the safety of his guests, proof 
of the happening of such an extraordinary accident cast the burden of 
explanation at once upon the defendant. The accident was so far out 
of the usual course that no fair inference can arise that it could have 
resulted from anything less than negligence upon the part of the 
management of the hotel. Beds do not usually operate as spring traps 
to close upon and catch the confiding guest." — National Corporation 
Reporter. 



Negligence — Proximate Cause. — A somewhat novel question was in- 
volved in the decision in the case of Houren v. Ry. Co., 86 N. E. 611, 
in which the Supreme Court of Illinois held that a railway company 
which, by obstructing the streets of a city, in violation of the statute, 
prevented the city fire department from reaching the plaintiff's house 
in time to extinguish a fire, was liable to the plaintiff for the loss 
thereby suffered. The statute in question forbids a railway company 
obstructing a public highway by stopping any train thereon for a 
longer period than ten minutes. The defendant, as a fact, failed to 
remove its train from across the public highway for more than thirty 
minutes. The court held that the evidence adduced tended to prove 
that if the fire department had not been prevented by this obstruction 
from reaching the scene of the conflagration, it would have been able 
to extinguish the fire before it spread to plaintiff's premises from the 
adjoining premises, in which it originated. Clearly, the railroad com- 
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pany's disobedience of the statute was the proximate cause of the 
fire spreading to the plaintiff's house. It would also seem that the 
railroad company would have been liable, in the absence of a statute 
fixing a limit to the time that railroad companies are permitted to 
obstruct a public highway, since the right of the public to the use of 
a highway as a highway is superior to that of a railroad company 
to make use of it for its own private business. It is true that the 
grant of a right to cross a public highway, to a railway company, 
necessarily implies that the highway will be obstructed at times by 
the passage of the company's trains across it, but there is certainly 
no implication of a right to stop the trains across a highway for any 
considerable length of time. — National Corporation Reporter. 



Homicide by Drunkard — Murder — Manslaughter. — The King v. 
Meade (1909) 1 K. B. 895, was an appeal from a conviction for mur- 
der. The prisoner was indicted for murder of a woman, and it 
appeared that the deceased died from injuries inflicted on her by the 
prisoner while in a state of drunkenness. Coleridge, J., who tried the 
prisoner directed the jury: "That everyone is presumed to know the 
consequences of his acts. If he be insane that knowledge is not pre- 
sumed. Insanity is not pleaded here, but where it is part of the 
essence of a crime that a motive, a particular motive shall exist in the 
mind of the man who does the act, the law declares this — that if the 
mind at that time is so obscured by drink, if the reason is dethroned 
and the man is incapable therefore of forming that intent, it justifies 
the reduction of the charge from murder to manslaughter." The 
prisoner objected to this charge on the ground that it might mislead 
the jury into thinking they could not acquit the prisoner unless they 
found him to have been insane; and that it ought to have been left 
to the jury to say whether the prisoner in fact had no intention of 
doing grievous bodily harm. The Court of Criminal Appeal (Darling, 
Walton and Pickford. JJ.) thought that the rule in such cases is this 
— that the presumption that everyone intends the natural conse- 
quences of his acts may be rebutted by showing the mind of the 
accused to have been so affected by drink that he was incapable of 
knowing that what he was doing was dangerous, i. e., likely to inflict 
serious injury — and that the charge of Coleridge, J., was substantially 
in accordance with that rule. The appeal was therefore dismissed. — 
Canada Law Journal. 



Skidding Motor Bus — Liability to Passenger. — The case of Wing v. 
London General Omnibus Co., Limited (100 L. T. Rep. 301), which 
had reference to the skidding of a motor omnibus, is of undoubted 
importance so far as passengers in such a vehicle are concerned. It 
was laid down in Redhead v. Midland Railway Company (16 L. T. 
Rep. 485) that it was the duty of a carrier of passengers to take 



